AD-A174 162

UNCLASSIFIED

" THE RELATIONSHIP OF DEPTH AND AGILITV- HISTORICAL CASES 1/1
AND OBSERVATIONS (L) ARMY COMMAND AND GENERAL STAFF
COLL FORT LEAVENWORTH KS SCHOO  C M PEARSON 83 NV 86

NL




o e e m e

I

~ 1o ks K2 .
3 1.0 :
f ¥ ,L==£E E Ef m22 »

( "ﬂl TR '
= |

e e

kROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAL OF STANDARDS 1963-A

\prpoppms

|

4H
3
At:

ﬂ‘TY’t'}

ly {3 &3;‘?&'@;; w&«. %gv.\i.ﬁ.é. ':'

45
& - M . Aata
.n ¢ ‘pllu. : & _‘ﬂ 5%; Jl’ U] WU ) et L Ai 14 .5.,,”“ Ly ]“ 2 -a.ﬂk‘{ LT R e S o “

Y e B g s
] b, . TN

n!nl'.u



-

The Relationship of Depth and Agility: Historical Cases and

Observations Relevant to NATO’s Present Dilemma

N
(o
P ’
! A .
: - :
. i
’
< ;
l ;
) by
<I Major Craig H. Pearson T
Aviation f
School of Advanced Military Studies !
[
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College ’
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas ?
\
‘ i
$
DTIC "]
)
ELECTE !
- NOV 19 1986 :
(o'
) ;
{ ) B X
| ¥
=
. = ep FOR FUBLIC RELEASE:
. 9 May 1986 APPBOVUTION UNLIM‘TED )
i = DISTRIB N
[ - : ‘
Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited
?
86-3631 1

86 11 18 138

'1'.:.".‘ Py Vg Pt -y \ l,‘"\",'/"""'-‘liy' - e T L SRALN
““'-‘..’:‘!',*a’ﬂ‘:... "&':’l’;fl'.’l,‘alh ‘ﬂ,.ﬂd‘"".""l.‘"?,' 4, Jg’ ...; '.‘.,' ).‘.a,' ,g"\gb " 0,"! 0, A .‘. y \ Y X o “ A ™Y \iy \

e }

\)
U
i

"

’4.

4



DISCLAIMER NOTICE

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST QUALITY
PRACTICABLE. THE COPY FURNISHED
TO DTIC CONTAINED A SIGNIFICANT
s NUMBER OF PAGES WHICH DO NOT

X REPRODUCE LEGIBLY.

S N O T Ry P OUGUOUBUAGEGAUIAVUO X 10
N LA 'l’a'!tq I‘yﬁl‘ J ¢ ‘l‘y'!‘»".v',‘ ':-'q"f‘,Il‘gfﬁ‘,},!‘.,‘.‘;?i.g, '5‘ '&l’ '

AN



D TE S,
R

0 30t L T R R s T R Ry Y R R L E AL S ER SR TR DI
‘! 4,6, 0,07 00780, F.."u k.n'.g .:. 8. l" » LA J‘ X A d\"’ " ,“.'”"d } oo k 2 "- 4"‘\ "

Lmé §=£§5‘5>r'éb , . » .
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PA

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE .

1a. REPORT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 1b. RESTRICTIVE MARKINGS
| UNCLASSIFIED . _
2a. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION AUTHORITY ) 3. DISTRIBUTION/ AVAILABILITY OF REPORT
APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE;
2b. DECLASSIFICATION / DOWNGRADING SCHEDULE DISTRIBUTION IS UNLIMTPED.
4. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S) S.' MONITORING ORGANIZATION REPORT NUMBER(S)
6a. NAME OF PERFORMING ORGANIZATION 6b. OFFICE §YM80L 7a. NAME OF MONITORING ORGANIZATION
US ARMY COMMAND AND GENERAL (F agglicable)
__STAFF_COLLEGE ATZL-SMD~GD-
6¢. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 7b. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code)
FORT LEAVENWORTH, KANSAS
66027-6900
8a. NAME OF FUNDING /SPONSORING 8b. OFFICE SYMBOL 9. PROCUREMENT INSTRUMENT IDENTIFICATION NUMBER
ORGANIZATION (if applicable)
8¢c. ADDRESS (City, State, and ZIP Code) 10. SOURCE OF FUNDING NUMBERS
PROGRAM PROJECT TASK WORK UNIT
ELEMENT NO. NO. NO. ACCESSION NO.
—

11. TITLE (Include Security Classification)
THE RELATIONSHIP OF DEPTH AND AGILITYs HISTORICAL CASES AND OBSERVATIONS RELEVANT TO
NATO'S PRESENT DILEMMA

12. PERSONAL AUTHOR(S)
PEARSON, CRAIG H., MAJ, US ARMY

13a. TYPE OF REPORT 13b. TIME COVERED 14. DATE OF REPORT (Year, Month, Day) S. PAGE COUNT
MONOGRAPH : FROM TO 1986, MAY, 09 48

16. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTATION

17. COSATI CODES 18. SUBJECT TERMS (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)
FIELD GROUP SUB-GROUP AIRLAND BATTLE TENETS NATO
DEPTH
AGILITY

9. ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse if necessary and identify by block number)
This study investigates the relationship between depth and agility using the historical

method, identifies principles which govern those relationships and seeks to apply these
principles to NATO's current posture, Historical cases used include the German defenses
at Kharkov (I), Kursk (II) and Normandy, the Soviet defense at Kursk (I), the Allied defense
in the Ardennes, and the Japanese defense in Manchuria.

The study concludes that the relationship between depth and agility centers on time,
The greater the amount of time to respond. It is further evident that, even in cases of
greater relative depth, a certain minimum level of agility is required to capitalize on that
advantage or it will ultimately be lost. It also follows that a force lacking in relative
depth must be more agile in order to respond successfully to potentially decisive break-
throughs. Here, too, there exists a minimum level. When the force reaches a point that, in
spite of its agility advantage it can neither hold the shoulders of a penetration nor form a
viable operational reserve, it is so lacking in depth that it cannot succeed.

20. DISTRIBUTION / AVAILABILITY OF ABSTRACT 21. ABSTRACT SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
@ uncLassIFIEDUNUMITED [ SAME AS RPT. _OloTic_useRrs UNCLASSIFIED
22a. NAME OF RESPONSIBLE INDIVIDUAL 22b. TELEPHONE (Include Area Code) | 22¢. OFFICE SYMBOL
Maj Craig H. Pearson’ 913-684-3345 ATZL-SWV

All other editions are obsolete.

UNCLASSIFIED

L I R

« W




t - 4 t

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE UNCIASSIFIED

‘ BLOCK 19 (CONT)
.
. 1~ In analysing NATO's present situation the study finds that, due to political, economiec,
4 and technological constraints, NATO has reached a point of diminishing marginal returns in
b increasing its depth on the battlefield., Although greater depth is desirable, it may not
: be feasible to achieve it., Increases in agility offer a viable option to this dilemma for
_ the following reasons:
" 1. Agility &s largely a mindset, as is stated in FM 100-5 and shown in the
¥ historical cases studied. Training and war games alone should therefore provide a sig-
4 nificant improvement.
& 2, Gains in depth have been the priority for several years and the easy and
i inexpensive discoveries have probably already been made,
3. Agility has had little recent emphasis and,therefore, could provide some
) feasible alternatives very rapidly and inexpensively.
3{ The study concludes that the Warsaw Pact has and will almost certainly retain a sig-
K nificant advantage over NATO in depth. Their centralized control system is, however,
N inherently less agile than the forces of NATO, NATO should therefore emphasize its potential
s advantage in relative agility to defeat any agression by the Warsaw Pact.
2
“l
i
i
:
|,
kN
\
>
A
g
K
o
N
K)
A
k
v
4
i.
)
M
'
]
N
M
N
0
H
"
L]
\
N o _
i YA A R TR
- SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE

-------

NS W <"

(o o
e 2P LA T Ty

Lt
P L o

N



The Relationship of Depth and Agility: Historical Cases and

Observations Relevant to NATO’s Present Dilemma b L

by

Major Craig H. Pearson KM

o \v

D l ‘ §‘: “
l { BN

ps!

QELECTE
%, NOV 19185

‘-ﬁ,

Aviation

B

School of Advanced Military Studies
U.S. Army Command and General Staff College ¢

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

9 May 1986 '-%

| PRGVED FOR PURLIC BRLEASD: “
UTION UNLIMITED. W

T
wm

3

3
buv]
o
]

\
(8
H Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited e

86-3631 4

}/ ¥y q')'.' \‘g DQ. l 'l.'

nhi s

Tl l‘loib‘

- "
o B!
tJ%J '”" oln'n'floﬂﬁ W, > 5

()
” &l;il‘@*,



School of Advanced Military Studies

Monograph Approval

y Name of Student: Craig H. Pearson, Major, Aviation

Title of Monograph: The Relationship of Depth and Agility:
Historical Cases and Observationa Relevant to
NATO’s Present Dilemma

Approved by:

Kewidl C. Cad

— -7’ Monograph Director
LTC Kenneth G. Carlson, M.P.A.

_________________________________ » Director, School of Advanced
COL Richard Hart Sinnreich, M.A. Military Studies

[ fourtn

_______________________________ Director, Graduate Degree
Philip J.'Brookes, Ph. D. Programs

i Acecession -

E NTI3 Vo

Ty~
ol

L VTN
Accepted this _/7 day of 1986. iJi,

IDten,

| : 1 5
, !
ii A “ | :
LA I

A . . - .
e b‘ )y -5 (BT, ] () ke W. LN \
0 ‘l" O ‘I’ ’\’ ""l' 31‘ l‘} L l,“iv"‘.i.“\.." ‘ q,i l‘g, 'u)‘g, .ﬁ,i |.l'{:“.‘l (X Q,' ‘|"f0'.:‘.| 2‘?1‘ " ’0"!0:“‘."':‘,.:‘!‘.‘}!.’! !..

o




ABSTRACT

The Relationship of Depth and RAgility: Historical Cases and
Observations Relevant to NATO’s Present Dilemma by Major Craig
H. Pearson, USA, 48 pages. '

> This study investigates the relaticnship betweenrn depth and
agility using the historical method, identifies principles which
govern those relationships, and seeks to apply these principles
to NATO’s current posture. Historical cases used irnclude the
German defernses at Kharkov (I), Kursk (II) and Normandy, the
Soviet defense at Kursk (I), the Allied deferse in the Ardernmes,
and the Japarese deferise in Manchuria.

The study cuoncludes that the relationship betweer deptih
and agility centers on time. The greater the depth the
greater the amounmt of time to respaond. It is further evigent
that, evenr ir cases of greater relative depth, a certain
minimum level of agility is required to capitalize on that
advantage or it will ultimately be lost. It also follaows
that a force lacking in relative depth must be more agile in
order to respond successfully to potentially decisive
breakthroughs. Here, too, there exists a minimum level.
Whern the force reaches a point that, in spite of its agility
advantage it can rneither hold the shoulders of a peretration
nor form a viable ocperatiocnal reserve, it is sao lacking in
depth that it carmct succeed. ~ -.

In analyzing NATO’s present situation the study finds
that, due to political, economic, and techwralogical
conmstraints, NATO has reached a paint of diminishing marginal
‘returns in increasing its depth an the battlefield. Rlthough
greater depth is desirable, it may rzot be feasible to achieve
it. Increases in agility offer a viable acption to this
dilemma for the following reasons:

1. Agility is largely a mirdset, as is stated in
FM 102-5 and shown in the historical cases studied. Trairming
and war games alone shaould therefore provide a significarnt
impravement.

2. Gairns irn depth have beeri the pricrity for
several years and the easy arnd irnexpensive discoveries have
prabably already beern made.

3. Agility has had little recent emphasis aro,
therefore, could provide some feasible alterrnatives very
rapidly and irexpensively.

The study concludes that the Warsaw Fact has and will
almost certainly retain a significant advantage over NATO 1irm
depth. Their centralized control system is, however,
inherently less agile than the forces of NATO. NRTO shcould
therefore emphasize its potential advantage in relative
agility tao defeat any agressicon by the Warsaw FPact.

iii
-

al ™

-~ o> RIS > WY A
i A i L ,‘.O .l. ‘.s. (' ". Jn. \ !’q”.. "

PRt ) P TR S S T I TS e

)




Table of Contents

Title Pag@icrcccecncnacacacenencancunana coanae i
Mornograph RApproval. .. cececceeccnsssncasasancass ii
Abstract..cccuieciisacnasscanssrseasansncancssnnas iii
Table of Contents...cccccancvenssssvsenscasacnas iv

Section 1. Introduction. . .. ... cuvecnecusnncnaccncsannasns 1
SCOP®. .t et v eaancasosasscsancssssnaansannsonss 4

Methodology.eeeeaeoseasancaneaanaancacanannsns 4
II. ANAlySiS.ccccasvacnancnncaccascanasasenscancas =

Depth and Agility — Successful
Kharkov I, German Perspective.....c.ccccanace.
Gereral Situation...ccseeernavassscsnosccannns
Depth-Space. ....ciciecicennnsssasannscannsannans
TimeE. i i e anenuns C e s e maEmaee e
RESCOUIrCeS. s asecnesassnstonseannans censes
Agility-Mobility..ccnceann s emr e cecene .

C3leerecaneacoannsanasaccancsnonaa ceenas
Mindset.cceeeeecvanecscacenns cemesaaae
SUMMANY . e s s aneacasacennasssacseannesns “eaaans

WWwoddmdo~d~NNom

Comclusions. . .ven. .. ss s emuncaaus e s et

Limited Depth and Limited Agility — Unsuccessful
Manchuria, (Japanese Perspective)............. 3
Gereral Situation....ceececianennn ceeann “aee i@
Depth-Space. . c.cucicieririececcecnacnensnnosnenncsa 15
TiMe. i vt eennacenncoas caenae ceema . i@
RES U CES.e s s c e e v s esvsacsanensannoneneusn i1
Agility-Mobility..o.eeececnaceneaccanancnnanas i1

C3l. i ineennceaussnscasennssannnansnscnaus 1=
Mindset..seceesosooessssssssnsnssscsnss iz
SN AT Y 4 o e o s s s cneusoassansocannsunesasasessas 13
CorclusSioNiS,. e eeseaaa te s s e e maaee naeaus “ e 13

Depth and Insufficient Agility - Unsuccessful
Normandy (German Perspective)....c.eccicececnces 13
Gereral Situatiore . cees caveencasuenonessenns 13
Depth-Space. .. ..t eenannn S e et u s aase e i
R Time@. i e ouseancans e s e e eereesen L4
4 :
.\ ReSCIrCeS.s s e s rcacacennnceannse C e e la
Agility-Mobilityeesoreann c e recsenmrece e 14

[ - -

¥ [ s e e v s ua e s Ewese s 15

i Mindset..ceceeessncnancancsoana c e s e e 5

¥ -
SILUMMAT Y ¢ o e s s a e seseaaneananssnsccassacses cene it

. CormclusiomS. s vweeeees e e e dm e e e s e c e 1&

"

)

Wy

W

RS

W

iv

-

,- o e i \ s l - Y b [ ¥ CREAEAY
LNRIRARAG SRl TR T A N



o

\‘

‘;;‘;

!

: -

Depth and Limited Agility - Successful

' Kursk I (Russian Perspective)......c.ccccaceaea 1&

e Gereral Situatinrfeieesecceacacecnesacanncans 16

* Depth-Space..csiceccvrsccscenssesccncosnnacnnesnca 17

o TiME e s eeeerenecancnanssonnenanannasnas 18

ReSOUrCeS. e veseovusssasssesesassnnsanna 18
Agility-Mobility.cveeauneanauaacecaananananans 19

5‘t°':- CSI-----.-.-------------.. ------ s s 0 13
W MindSEte.euesueeeneaneencansasnecaneans 13
o SLMMArY . e et evecansnsesnnaanenannes ceeiaaeae 13
fH ComMC UG i oMIS. e s e aasnnasanscecsacacanneanas 13
‘E;.'

Insufficient Depth and Sufficient Rgility -
S Unsuccessful
$ Kursk II (German Perspective)...ecececececacaans

fir s
1 S

T o Mo [ — — = 5

@: Gereral SituaticN..ceescecesnenannaccsenananss
ﬁ%- Depth—Space.ecciceccsccavnscssncnsscsascsaansa
i, , T M e e e eveveeenconnenneacnacconaencannnas

RESCIUIrCEeS. st e nreavsacnosssnsansnosanansesa
' Agility—Mobilityeeeeeeceeaneercnoassannanannanns

Mo P Mo D o o Mo fo fo

S C3luiuuansncnnansnnsssncasnnannes cee e
~L Mirdset...cciersvesarncnanananeas ceamaas
39 SUNMMAI Y. e s cassansnsssonsosanansnan eresaaenna
LN ConClusSioNG. s s e v s avanvanssensaaseennees cnesna

&; Insufficient Depth and Sufficient Agility -
s Successful

R Ardennes (American Perspective)....cccccanccae

:& General Situation..... e Ceee e e

ot Depth-SpPace..ccrecceacnencnnsannss eemaana ..
| TimMe. ccevceasncesnanas e e s e e mE e aanaae .

) -

wh Rescurces.......... Ceereess e st ae s

1“'

%, Agility-—Maobility..oueeaeeumeaanann cd e e
.’:" I " e aenEe s e asseeen e
ﬁb' Mindset..... erevesac e aanes ceec e
SUMMAT Y. s s s e s s esessascanansas e e enans Ceeena
ConClUuS i oS, e c s cnuanaancacoassansaanssess .

oo Py P fa Do Do T T i Tee
o dOd O WG

fir
w

\7
iy ITII. ConCluSionS....cccceecsncccasscanccsncnanasnancsa

]
&

MApPS.cccecctanacesncncacssananusnsanscacsansansnsne

[ L AN . St S g S
AR . f}\‘- \-*'\‘-. IATRLLEY \1_\1}'\ \"-F VAt -
N \ v " 0 1Y . ¥o ¥ .

"u' :-_" .\'$' TRy
R KM .'.l, q N 14

ot Wy

D Ons . - | X x -~ -
BN r; i
":!.‘i"“}A.!‘I,?‘l”“"“!"‘l‘!E:.!*A‘.\~A'§“‘, o* bn“‘t"‘t""."‘ :" & #




RS

«

il L

CIEPY ELYY YU Y IR SPT I CPV P P T R W Y TR T T Ty R

The Relationship of Depth and A ilfty: Historical Cases and
Observations Releyvant to NATO's Presernt Dilemma
I. Introduction

NARTO is firmly committed to the forward defense of all its
territory. Only through the stated policy aof protection of
every inch of its domain does the alliarce feel it demonstrates
sufficient resclve to pose a credible deterrence toa the Warsaw
Pact_ (Pact). Gecgraphy and demography alsa dictate that no

terrain can be lost without unacceptably severe coviseguerces.

Article V of the NATO Treaty, therefore, states:

The Parties agree that arm armed attack against
one or more of them in Eurcope shall be
considered arn attack againmst them all and
consequently they agree that, if such an attack
cecurs, each of them...will assist the Farty or
Parties so attack...toc restore and maintain the
security of the North Atlantic area.?

These are key and central issues to the alliarce and
carnnot be challernged on evern the most cogent military
consideratiaons.

Inherent in any defense is the requirement for at least a
minimal level of depth. Depth is gererally understoad to mean
space in which to engage the enemy without placing at risk any
yewrain critical to the favorable settlement of the conflict.
Field Marnual 1Q@-5 expands this definiticonm by asserting that
depth is "the extemsicn of aoperations in space, time, and
resources. It goes on tx state that "Momentum in the attack
and elasticity in the defense derive from depth."s NATO’ s
policy of Forward Defernse clearly limits the amount of depth in
terms of sbace available an the friendly side of its borders.

Time is &lso a sericus constraint on NATO. The praximity
to the battlefield of the FPact as compared to the Urmited States
1s an obvicous disadvantage to NATO. The commitment of
reinforcements and the provision of supplies to forces 1n the
theater is a significamt challerge across the Atlanmtic Ocean.
Cornversely, the Fact enjoys averland lirnes of communicatiaons
(LOCs) which, 1f rnot ihterdiéted, will be able to maintain &
higher rate of flow to the theater at least inm the early days
of mobilization and conflict. Sirnce the Fact bhas a significant
riumerical advartage overall, there will clearly come a time
when NATO could be overwhelmed by sheer mass. Time, therefore,

favors the Fact, at least until the ecornomies of the West could
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»S‘ be fully mobilized. _

‘ Resources are also limited by the very real ecorcomic and
political pressures of NATOD’s free societies. Demography alsc
places severe constraints on increasing force size over time.

In Germany, for example, the "declining cohort of draft-age

youths is projected to cause a shortage of 124, 002 cut of

ﬁr 252, 0 draftees in the Bundeswehr by 1393%@0."3 It is,

QEQ therefore, rnaot a viable option to significantly irncrease the
ﬁﬁ, overall size of NATO’s forces, particularly its more expersive
Em‘ and manpower-intensive conventional forces. Because of this
i the Pact has ard will most probably continuwe to maintain or
;,% expand a marked rumerical supericority in conventional forces.

; Y A 1385 comparison of NATO versus Fact forces graphically

:Mﬁ depicts the disparity as follows:

Total Uniformed Marmpower - 5.@2:6.1

Main Battle Tanks - 2:95

Antitark Guided Weapon Launchers — 1:2
Artillery and Mortars - L1:2
Y Attack Helicopters - 1:3%
e
$L5Y Many feel that this is an averly optimistic appraisal of
' )
agts NATO’s forces relative to the Pact. Nonetheless, it is clear
h!{ that NATO is, and probably will remain, at a relative rnumerical
R disadvantage to its primary adversary.
)f NATO is painfully aware that depth in all its facets
ﬂ' favors the Pact. To corrvect this situation, NATO has initiated
‘ﬁﬂ many praograms to gain depth on the enemy side of the FILOT
through the use of what has been termed the deep strike
Jf) corncept. Irncluded i this corncept are significanmt programmatic
o
ﬁé; and doctrimnal charnges such as the Emerging Techrnologies
~e Initiatives, Faollow—on Forces Attack (FOFA), and Counter—Ailr
= 9@, The crux of most of these programs 1s to aptimize the
1Y
: . techrizlogical advanmtages of NATO to attack the larger Fact
ﬁ;t forces in depth on his side of the FLOT. The American_ Defernse
,éé Arnnual 1985-1386 states, however, that:
Corncepts such as FOFA seek to extend the rarnge
oy of interdiction aperations deep 1rn the enemg’s
N rear by application of rew techrologies tha
ﬁ . can see and then shoot at ground targets with
&s\ great accuracy. The techrizlaogical challernne
N arnd crganizational complexity of cperations
) aver such av expanse of terrain have
b contributed to criticism of the deep strike
_— concepts. =
0)
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%ﬁ Analyst Stever Canby, writing about deep strike
e technologies has also recently addressed what he terms as
&
» -..Serious issues of cost and cperational
Y effectiverness——that it (high—-tech deep attack
85 weaponry) may cost an order of magnitude more
B\ than estimated by advaocates and still riot waork
ﬂﬁ ar be easily overcome by cheap Soviet
’ countermeasures. &
:-‘Zl& .
?v So, although scome progress has been made, it has been
o4
.ﬂﬂ expensive and has perhaps reached the point where the returns
I
gﬁ are margirnal at best and may not be affordable. This is
. aggravated by the lack of funds for the military in most
A
i?. countries where real growth ir deferse spendivigp has been
;gf decidedly less than the 3% proamised in 13977. Since 138@, only
Jod
fﬁ the U.S., Canada and Luxembourg have consistently made this
goal.? In the United States, the recent passage of the
43
~¢? Gramm—Rudmarn Rill has placed sericus cornstraints an many
$44
?ﬁ programs, including those in the Department of Deferse. It 1is
;»: clear, therefore, that NATO has likely extended its depth to
the point of dimivnishing marginal returns arnd, in these times
:j of sericus economic pressures, must consider other options for
§3 defeating any aggression by the Fact.
e
;Q Higstorical examples appear to indicate that a relaticomshap
N
exits betweeri depth arnd agility which may offer arn acceptable
fﬁﬁ alterrnative through irncreased emphasis orn agility. Agility 1s
Y
e defined by FM 100-5 as:
Ry o>,
‘e ...the ability of friendly farces to act
iy faster than the eremy...Such greater guickiness

permits the rapid concentraticon of fPiEﬂd1¥
" strengths agairnst ernemy vulrnerabilities... It

- is this process of successive concentration
.~ against locally weaker or unprepared enemy
LR forces which enables smaller forces to

- disorient, fragment, arnd eventually defeat

°. much larger cpposing forces. ®

The case of a smaller force defeating & larger force 1s

cbviausly relevant to NATO. The concept of apgilaity becomes

y ‘ “ .
B

a evern mare cogent wher the last paragraph of the Fil (@w-35
Wy discussion of agility 1s considered. It states that "In the
;F: end, agility 1s as much a mertal as a physical quality."? It
.3 may be reasonable to increase the probability of success
tir? against the riumerically superio forces of the Fact by tne
':i relatively cheap methaod of emphasizing agility 1n all future
% >
'
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%g train{ﬁg and doctrine, following that up as recessary with the
A hardware to further support the corncept.
.:;,‘: SCOPE
.k“ This monograph addresses the conceptual relationship
gﬁi between depth and agility and attempts to apply its findings to
mé NATO's current situation. The perspective is primarily that of
E% a force on the operational defensive as NATO will be in the
%& opening days of a canflict in Europe. The waorking hypothesis
%% is that all forseeable substantive and affordable gains in
f%{ depth that can be made by NATD withinm its econocmical,
t pxlitical, and technological constraints have been either
) : completed or, at least, initiated. NATO has therefore reached
;gg a point of dimimishing marginal returns in pursuit of
if' additional depth. Future emphasis shaould turrn towards agility,
o where unplowed ground may produce substantial results far more
$r econamically. '
i;-': METHODOLOGY
ﬂgﬁ This moncgraph uses a historical method to analyze and
z compare the major operations and campaigns listed below to
$:§ determine the relaticonship between depth and agility. To
% adequately arnalyze this relaticonship the following matrix of
&,' possibilities will be studied using the indicated cases as
o examples =f each conditicn,
§
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: mnnggraph. It is, therefore, assumed that the reader is

R reasonably conversant with each of the cases beirig addressed or
will refer to the endnotes or biblicgraphy for sources of

) additional information.

) For the purposes of the aralysis, depth will be discussed

A in terms of space, time, and rescources; agility, in terms of

mobility, command, control, communications and intellipgerice

& (C3I), and mindset.
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v‘;;: 11. Analysis
1
b Depth and Agility - Successful
~'a Kharkov I (German Perspective)
;“ General Situation: On 19 Naovember 1342 the Russian forces
gﬁﬂ around Stalingrad launched a massive counteroffernsive which
R succeeded in encircling the German Sixth Army. For the rext two
g%h months the Russianm forces continued their advarces from the
bﬁa Valga to the Dornets. On 19 Jarnuary 1342, Gerneral Vatutin,
:ﬁﬁ Commander of the Russian Southwest Front, proposed te Stavka
i (Russian High Command) that an Eperatian of comsiderable size
%éi be laurched to the southwest desigred to dirive deep inteo the
h%? rear of Army Group "Don' and cut off German withdrawal routes
g&& from the Donbas. The ultimate intent of this ocperation was to
L cause the ccllapse of all German forces in the scuth. The
S success of the Stalingrad cperation had greatly irncreased
;g: , Russian confidence in their ability to execute such a massive
%é?: operation and had convirnced them that the Germans were
TR disintegrating. Stavka therefore expanded the plan to inmclude
;:i participation by both Fronts on the flarnks of Vatutin, the
": Voronezh and South Eronts. It was a hastily plarnned operation
\g% with the first units initiating the attack om 239 Jaruary. The
“&?f general conduct of the cperaticon is depicted on Map 1.:?
e Initially, success was achieved all along the lirne. As
?FH -the Scoviet peretration developed, the Germans were able t= hold
‘w : both the north and south shaouglder., Although a gap of aver 20@
ﬁx miles had been torrm in the German limnes, the shoulders had
P finally been held. Manstein recognized the darger riat only to
;E' his Army Group "Don®, but to the whaole German effort in

5 Southerrn Russia. Utilizinmg forces currently assigred tao him, as
:k; well as several 55 parzer units which were fortuitously
e arriving in the sector, he conducted converging coordinated
3\? counterattacks against what he had correctly determired to be
&‘: the Russian center of gravity, the tanmk corps of Mobile Group
:bm FPopoav and the Third Tank Army. These attacks were conducted inm
Py sequence against the forces which had, as in the case of Mobile
isi Groaup Popov, stretched their lines of communicatiorn (LOCs) up
TEE; to 409 miles. As the Russiar units peretrated, they had
X< dispersed, dilutirng their caombat paower to the point that the
I:-';;j; 3
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o smaller but more agile forces of Mansteirn could attack them at

4 points of relative German strength. Thus, by taking advantage
I of the "spreading torrent" effect and the revercse syrergism it
;Er includes, Manstein operationally defeated a significantly
g? larger force in a series of tactical engagements in which he
2 was able to enjoy local superiority in combat power. The
iy separate operations were sequenced to deal first with the most
iﬁ: ‘ dangerous force, Mobile Group Fopov, and subsequently with the
§$§ larger Third Tark Army which had been delayed by the fighting
&?V in Kharkov. As the counterattacks progressed, the separate
‘ German units converged on each other, destroayirng Russian forces
%g as they went. By so doing they created a large gap in the
g;f Russiarn lines which was subsequently exploited by the then
gﬁ; massed German forces.
“’: Depth - Space: The area of cperations was appraximately 750
?ﬁ miles long and 420@ miles deep.'?* German units were deploved
k@ along lightly fortified lines with urnderstrength divisions
2&3 covering up to 30 kilometers.® Central to Manstein's ability
. to conduct a highly mobile deferise was his capability to trade
&gl this space for time, and with that time, to gainm ard position
;&L critical resources. During the conduct of the campaign, more
f$$ tharn 402 miles of Russian territory were lost, only to be
\ regained during the subsequent Germari counter offersive. Foo
Eﬁl some pericod during the early stages of the Russian offensive
ﬁ;_ Manstein had no forces in front of the attacking Russian tank
_&g corps. Becauwse of the tremendous defensive space available to
o him, he was able to allow this to continuwe long ercugh to form
it sufficient mobile reserves to counterattack the flanks of the
. Soviet forces and defeat them in detail, while takirng care rot
%éj to lose the decisive terrain of the Dreiper River orossings.
The Russiarnis were rnat able to repeat the encirclement as they
i@ had at Stalingrad. Thias was a case when the vastress of the
ﬁﬁ. Russian terrairn worked to the disadvantage of the Saoviet Army.
ﬂ& Time: This was one of the last cases in the war on the
S Eastern Front when time, at least in the short term
éi’ perspective, was on the side of the Germanms. As time went on
ﬁh: the Russians were growing weaker. With no reserves to call
fé& upon and LOCs, stretched beyond their limit, still externding,
v the Russians had clearly exceeded their culminating point.
o ’
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Eg Conversely, the Germans were growing relatively stronger over
N time with the arrival of reserve panzer units and the

ﬁi shortening of their LOCs as they withdrew. Time clearly

'ﬁz favored the Germans.

?@ Resocurces: German forces in the sector included

. Manstein’s Army Group "Don' and Kleist’'s Army Group "A". Force
o ratios in the area of the main effort were as follows:
P
% .

:% Germans Soviet

o Southwest Front

o 162, 20 troops and 1580 tarnks vs 325,802 troops and SAQ tanks

e
;’:‘
3' Voronezh Eront
‘ﬁ SR, 220 troops and S@ tanks ve S, 220 troops and 3@ tanks:3
MU

s 5\

~ As is evident, the overall ratio of combat power clearly
{f supported the Russians, but over time the trend was in the
o Germans favor. Therefore as the Russians grew weaker and more
& dispersed (reverse synergism) the Germans were irncreasing in
qf both strerngth and mass. As the Russians LOCs stretched and

3: were affected by distarnce or ernemy action, the German LOCs

A contracted, becoming shorter and more efficient.
Y Agility — Mobility: Relative mobility clearly favored the
ﬁk Germans. Both inm equipment and irn orgarnization, the Germans

E; were a significantly more mobile force. They had a much higher
%# density of parnzer and panczergrenadier units thar did the

v, Russians arnd were far less dependent on horses for logistical
ﬁ: transport.

ﬁg C3I: The Germarn system of cammand and control was a

:E proven orne, refined in the previous years of successftul mobile
- warfare. It had a demonstrated ability to deal with the vast
Sk distances arnd remarkable pace of mechanized cperaticns.
3% Conversely, the Russian system was still developirng and,
23: although vastly improved since the begirming of the war, 1t had
- rat yet caught up to that of its adversary.
,Q Mindset: Here, too, the Germans had the edge due to past
%? experience. Stalirgrad had givern the Russians a dramatic boost
!s in confidernce ard the courage of the individual Russian soldier
- had never beer guestioned. To compensate for their lack of C3I
N 8
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iﬁ} and training (in part due to their palitical system), the

Qﬁ Russians had a rigid command system which did wnaot allow for
- individual initiative or flexibility. The mirdset of the
;‘7 Russians was, therefore, to take advantage of the perceived
g&: German weaknesses and repeat Stalingrad or a larger scale by a
f“ headlong rush to the Dneiper. This mindset was so strong that
y oy it caused the Scviet commarnders at all levels to disregard the
ﬁ% obvious indications of am impending German counterattack and
»$¥ push on with the original plan. The Germans, however, had

ﬁg; inbred the corncepts of initiative and flexibility into their

. forces and were therefore able to react much more effectively
ig& to the initial Russian successes, ultimately turning them to
‘@? their advantage.
%&f Summary: The success of the German mobile deferse was directly
‘ facilitated by its greater relative depth in terms of space,
z: time and rescurces and its significant agility differential.
? : By trading space for time in which to form a mcobile reserve,
ng Manstein took advantage of the Russian expanding torrent and
- the reverse synergism inheremt in it to attack the Russian
ﬁév flanks and defeat the larger Russiarn forces in detail and
g&i sequernce. Had the German Forces not been able to hold the
:$$ shoulders of the perietraticn, even though the gap was some 0@

miles wide, no assailable flanks wcould have beern formed and the
gﬁj result could have beern success for the Russian intent.
ﬁ?, Conclusions: As demonstrated at Kharkov, a force which
:?3 possesses superiority in relative depth and agility is capable
h of conducting successful defernsive operations., The conduct of
%:\ & successful mobile defense will, by the destructicrn of ernemy
g\% urits and the subsequent gaps created in the eremy frant,
i:§ pravide cpportunities for offermsive actiorns., The cornduct of a
mobile defernse by & force of inferior size is dependent on the

’rj creation of & situaticn of relative supericrity at critical

%g points. Holding the shaoulders of a pernetration, even 1f the
b&\ gap is quite large, will provide the ocpportumnity of an exposed
*k) ernemy flank and possibly cause the ernemy to experiernce the
gg: "expanding torrvent syrdrome'.
B
:ﬁ& Limited Depth and Limited Agility — Unsuccessful
T Manchuria (Japanese Perspective)
T 3

A
TN PN LR AL F & R D LR 0D A Pl DL Lt i O e CACRER VROt - SN
ST R T T N h“h"h“;.ﬁ PRI 'a".'»"t.‘.'.‘!h f.:ﬂ h s ¥ X0 ,“ ,.b"“." 0 Y l, *» ’0‘: ’ '.,'d." mm~




€, . W -

S

e

General Situation: The Soviet irmvasion of Marnchuria (Map 23*%)
represented the culmination of the Soviet cperatiormal art in
World War I1. It was a massive, multi-directiocnal strike
designed to insure a rapid and complete victory by the Soviet
forces. To execute the attack and to insure a swift and certain
victory, the Soviets doubled the Far East Command tao a total of
aver eighty divisiaons. Based on lessons learred earlier in the
war and to insure adequate contyraol of the massive riumber of
forces spread over such large distances, a full-fledged theater
of military coperations (TVD) commanded by Marshall A. .
Vasilevesky was formed to oversee the operation. 1=

In many ways the Saoviet operation was nobt rnecessary to tihe
defeat of the Japarese, but because it had beern agreed to at
Yalta and in order to give Russia a stronger claim to the
territory, it was vigorocusly and masterfully executed at the
relatively small cost of 32,002 Russian casualties. *®
Depth - Space: The Marnchurian Frovirnce was 1.5 millicn square
kilameters of largely unsettled mountains and plateaus. The
terrain formed corcentric rings with mountains on the exterior
guarding the central plair. FPrimary passes through the
mountainsg usually contained only ratlroads and trails.
Numerous secondary routes, thought by the Japarese to be too
constricted and rough for mechanized traffic, also existed.

This vast landscape provided great quantities of room in which

to defend, with the mountaims offering excellernt defersible
terrain. The cverall picture was ore of advantape to the
defender. The Japarese could use interior lines of the Centrail
Flain and the outer barriers of the mountains of the perimeter
to hold off the mecharnized forces of the Soviets. This could
have apparently offered the type of positicnal defense, at
least irn the mountains, at which the Japarese had excelled 1n
the Facific Islards. Furthermnore, the Scoviets were stretched
to the limits with their lines of communications rurning all
the way across Siberia. Space clearly favored the defender.
Time: Time, however, favored the Soviets. With eveary
passing day their forces ircreased. Supplies arrived 1n an
efficiernt and timely marmer. Soviet plarming and preparation

had naot only avercome the vast distarnces, but had dore sao an

much less time than the Japarmese thought possible. By the end
1




of July 1945, the Scoviets were ready to attack. The Japarnese
did not expect them for at least arother month., Gaining
strategic, operatiocrnal, and tactical surprise, the Scviets
attacked through unexpected terrain, gaired an advantage aver
the Japanese, and oaverran Manchuria in less than two weeks.
Time clearly favored the Soviets, both in terms of force
buildup and tempo of the attack.

Resources: The discrepancy here is rncot as numerically
great as might be expected. Japariese forces in the area
riumbered one million men. In Manchuria alorne the Japanese had
713,724 men. The overall ratio of Soviet to Japarnese comibat
forces was 2.2:1 in men, 4.8:1 in tarnks ard artillery, and &:l
in aviation assets.'? Because the Japarese were on the defernse
and the Scoviets were such a long way from their supplies, these
ratios, with the possible exception af tanks and artillery,
were rnot unacceptable to the Japarnese. It is relevant to rate
that they compare rather favorably to similar ratiocs of the
Warsaw Pact and NATO today. The raticos belie the critical fact
the Japarese were s lacking in mobility and antitank
capability that they could not take advanmtage of their superiar
depth in terms of space arnd were, therefore, very quickly
overrun. RAccording to Glantz,

"Antitark weaporns were lacking, and

although the division was heavy in manpower,

it was lighter in firepcower tharn its Saviet

equivalent. In mechanized and tank forces,

the Japarese alsc compared badly: they had no

The Kaanbang By was scarcely botter eguipped

ta fight in 1945 than it bad beern in 13339. 18
Furthermore, the Kwarigturng Army of 1345 was not the bigh
quality, well traired force it had been in 1335, its
experierced and battle—-hardered soldiers had l1ong ago neen
takern to fill the other combat units in the more active
theaters. It was, therefuoure, neither well trained, highly
mativated rnar well equipped.
Agility — Mobility: This was clearly the averriding factor in
Favor of the Soviets. The Japarese formations were rudt
equipped to conduct mareuver warfare at any pace above & walk.
As they had provern earlier in the war, they were capable of
utilizing marieuver over the roughest terrain to gain an
advantage, but here their enemy turvied the tables on them at

11
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the speed of a mechanized fuorce — the Japarese rnever caught up.
The Soaviets, capitalizing on the mobility of their tracked
vehicles, utilized secondary passes through the mountains to
bypass many Japarnese positions and to cutflank others.
Furthermore, they used forward detachmerts from each first
echelon division to drive ahead of the retreatirng Japarese and
capture the critical terrain and subsequent deferisive positicons
to prevent their occcupation, Given the differential level of
mxbility enjoyed by the Soviets, the Japanese rnever caught up
with the battle. I places where the Soviets forced them to
fight, the Japarese saoldiers fought as ternacicusly as anywhers
ivi the FPacific Theater. EBut operatiorally, the Japarese were
never in the campaign due to their poor inmitial positiorning and
their lack of mobility.

C3I: Here, too, the Japarese were lacking. Japarese
intelligerce failed to alert the high commard of the impendirny
attack. The offernsive was rnot expected for at least ancther
month and probably not until the spring of 1346. The Japarese
were sc sure of this that Gereral Yamado, commander «of the
Hwangtung ARrmy and many of the commarders of the Japarnese Fifin
Army, were away from their posts om the night of the attacks.
The rewest Japariese deferise plan had not beern fully
implemented, with many of the units rnot yet deployed to their
rnew deferisive positions due to a lack of transportaticom amd o
sense of uwrgency on the part of the high commard.

The Japanese high command bore much of the blame tTor the
poor showing =f their forces. Glarnmtz writes,

Setting aside Suoviet actions, the Japarese
High Commarnd reacted slaoppily arnd
indecisively, whether because of
overconftilidence, complacercy, confusiacrm, or
pessimism. ... For whatever reason, Japanese

commanders failed their army. Comfuosion
reigried at the Ltop, and area army and aray

_— orders conflicted. Thus, marmy urits withdrew

R fram combat, while others were swallowedo up oy
AR it.2?

if_:'.j

A4 . . -

‘#q' Mindset: The Japarese mindset has beer adeguately
» f-

described abcve. The effects of the heavy bombirmg ‘to 1ncluce

iwq the dropping of the atocmic bombi, the corcerrn of the Japanese
't

r91 fore their families in the rear, and the thoughts and rumors of
00

LA . . X . -

4%{ arn impendirng cease fire, must have had a numbing effect,

W

! particularly orn the officers who knew what was cccocurring 1n
oo 12
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35‘ Japan. Conversely, the Soviet mindset was ore of confidence
ﬂﬁ and success. Their mobile warfare concept arnd cperaticonal art
- had fully matured. These factors, coupled with their sheer
:%k prepanderance of force in the theater, spelled certain victory
gg for the Russians.

ﬁ{ Summary: The Japarese Army was clearly cutclassed and

v . aover—-matched in the Manchuriarn Campaign. Although the Japariese
‘%f‘ had tremendcous space irn which to erngage the Saoviet Armies,

}# their resources inm mobility amd tank—killing systems were

?? grossly lacking. The Saoviets, aware of this, accurately

determined that a campaigrn of rapid pace which attacied from
v different directions and converged on the Central Hlain would
k be successful. They were also able to utilize terrain which

the Japarese had determirned was rcot trafficable anmd had

B

.w therefore not deferded. Having gained the freedom of marneuver

j* they reeded, the Soviets employed forward detachments to

;43 maintain a tempo of operations which the Japarnese could not

:dg match.

) Conclusions: As seen inm the 1945 Manchuria case, space alore

QW does riot equate to depth. In crder to take advantage of space,
a force must have sufficient relative mobility to maove at some

ﬁk rate 1in excess of that of its ernemy. In a case such as this
orie where a defernsive force has neither an advarntage 1n depth

;'4 o agility, it has little or ro hope of defeating the ernemy

'ﬁﬂ force. The only hope of delaying the more agile force is to

deferd supericr terrain through strongpoints, realizing that

conce forces are bypassed they cam only serve as stay—behind

w‘ forces.
‘.‘ .'
Sg: Depth and Insufficient Agility — Unsuccessful

&

Normandy (German Perspective)

FJ General Situation: 0On & Jurne 1344, the Allied forces under the
?
;”f command of Gerneral Dwight David Eiserhcwer battled their way
ﬁ v gshore on the Normandy Beaches. These landirngs, code-—-rnamed

N,

* Operaticn OVERLORD, cormsisted of a airdrop of twa airborre

gr divisiocns behind the beachheads, followed by arn amphibicus

W

ﬁ% essault by five divisiaons. s a prelude to the operation, the
et
fg combined air forces of the Allies had conducted a heavy bombing
W

campaign desigred to limit the mobility of the German reserves,

13
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while alsa supporting the decepticrn plaw that the lardivng was
t> be made in Pas de Calais.

In attemptirng to repel these landings, German forces were
arrayed from the vicinity of Amsterdam to the South of France.
Map 3 depicts the Gewrman dispositiocns in Normandy on the day of
the invasion.®® Mobile reserves were retaired in depth tao be
committed before the beachhead became too well formed and
solidified. The preponderance of the German forces were
retaired inm the FPas de Calais region, where Hitler was
convinced the assault waould come. These forces were not all
introduced into the battle until up to twos weeks afte - tihe
tarndlings.

Depth - Space: Inadequate space was riot a problem for the
Germans. If space was a factor, it was an excess of it ta
deferd against the Allied assault.

Time: In any amphibicus assault, time favors the
defernder, at least initially. The attacker must bring
everything ashore in a cumberscme marmer which may oe
interdicted by either the eremy or the weather. Corversely,
the defernder has all his forces on shore, is familiar with the
terrain and, unless heavily interdicted from the air or by
partisans, has the opportunity to mass his forces against the
landing before it is solidified. Urntil the rate of buildup by
the assaulting force exceeds the capability of ths cefernder @«
mass, time favors the defender.

Resources: Total rescources were not a problern for Che
Germans in Frarnce at the time <of the landings. By the
begirming <f May, OKW had at its disposal [,e6@8 tanks acnd
assault gurs. Of this total, &74 were Fohkw IV wrnd 20+ ez
Fanthers. If a sigrnificarnt porticw of this foroce Zoold nas2
beer brought tao bear against the inherently slaw oo rldep orf Do
assault from the sea, the results could have bean
devastating. =?

Agility — Mobility: The structure and capabilit, of -“nme Dermarn
divisions were similar to the American divis:ons 203007 1
mobility anmd firepowenr. Few, 1if any, =f the German mi1ts nad
comparable mability throughout the wait; 1.e., the 1ogistica.
ta1l of am armor force was horse—-drawr. Conversely, the
additional autamatic weapmns 1a a Germarn division gave 1% &
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g' relative firepower advantage even thaough it had 1, 20Q fewer

éj soldiers. The 1Z20th FPanzer Lehr Divisior was the aonly unit in

e which all panzer grenadier battalions and its ergineer

S battalion were mounted in half-tracks and its artillery was

" sel f-propelled, giving it equivalent mability to its American

%‘ counterpart.®® The Germans were still, however, extremely

" effective, havirng provern their ability to move rapidly on many

g occasions during the preceding few years.

£ C3I: The German command structure was chaotic. RAs

ﬁ conmander of OB West, Rundstedt did rnot have complete contieal
either of Rommel, who was commandiag Army Group L, o ofF Lhe

E; Navy and Rir Force support in his area. Furthermore, tho: © oo

:4 gererals were in total disagreement as to how the deferncse

% should be conducted. Rundstedt warnted to utilize a heavy
mobile striking force, marshalled well away from the cocast, to

;$ drive the RAllies back into the sea. Rommel, having experievced

'§ the difficulties of attempting tco move without aiv supericority,

,f favored the positioning of the mobile reserves immediately

) behind the beaches (Map 4=32). Although Hitler favored Rommel® s

; plan, he rnever clearly stated his preference but did retain

;5 firal authority over release of the reserves.®4 I fact, at

?; the time of the inmvasiorn Rommel was im Germany trying to

‘ persuade Hitler to move the parnzer divisions forward to meet

iv the anmticipated attack. =

Bes Command and contral of the units of the German Army was

; further complicated by the lack of standardization among the

K urits as well as the differert chairns of command. Six Weliracnt

g infartry, three panzer, and at least three parachute

12 divisiocns, some of which were 55, were positiceoea o0 Foacom

: the time of the irvasion. (This abvicusly does oo (ool ode 0o

. static garrison divisions of the coastal deferce depicred oo

% Map 4.) The 55 and the Luftwaffe units (airborne divisions

by were rnot goverrned by the Wehrmacht as the principal milicary

ﬁ crganization, but by the "semiautormomous sat.caps of Reichfuhozs

C 55 Heirreich Himmler and Reichsmarshall Hevman Goering,

;: respectively. "=

E} Mindset: The German Army was the persoraficaticon of

& mabile warfare and the irherernt agility it reguired. Concepcs

like "Auftragstaktik" (mission tactics), "Reweglichikei1t”
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{flexibility, mental agility, ability to improviee), and
"Schwerpurkt" (thirust point, may change during a battle)
indicate clearly that the German forces, 1f permitted by the
situation and so directed by their chainm of command, would be
capable of exercisirng extreme agility.

Summary: The lack of a timely response by the Germans to the
invasion resulted irn the landings achievirg sufficient
strength to gain the cperationmal initiative. The advantages of
depth in terms of resources, space arnd time were regated by tihe
lack of agility on the part of the German forces. This was
caused anly in part by the heavy bombardmernts by the Alliad fRioe
Farces. The predominate cause was the abysmal command and
control relaticonships established by the Germarns. The agility
of the "blitzkrieg" was lost due tao the indecision and
ineptitude of Hitler’s ad hoc, imprecise command relationships.
Either Rurdstedt’s or Rommel’s concepts may have been
successful; as it was, mneither was given a chance, much to the
good fortune of the Allies.

Conclusions: As seen at Normandy, a relative advarntage in
depth is taotally useless if the force which has 1t does not oo

c rmot exercise sufficient agility to capitalize ocn 1ts depth.

Depth and Limited Agility - Successful
Kursk I, (Russian Perspective)
General Situation: Following the defeat of the Russian
counteraffensive arcund Kharkov, Marnsteirn laurnched a highly

successful counteraffernsive which succeeded in reaching the

lires depicted onm Map S price to the spring thaw. =7 Tram thos
poirt & comtirmation of the offeasive, Operabios JITHDILLSD, w0
Slanmmed to taxke advarntage of the Soviet wealinecs..: &s00l ooy
from the winter loszes. Everr with the lossaes of the aiabzo,

the Russians remairned rumerically supericr, bubt tive Germarnc
believed themselves to sti1ll be vastly supericr gqualitati ool
and in the operatiornal art. Later results proved Loat
assumption tao be 1nmvalid.

The iritial date for Operation ZITADELLI waz late dlacar
17432, thus providing a shhoerk pause for the weacry German tooops
yet rot giving the Russianms sufficient time to refi1t and
regroup. Dates for ZITADELLE were however repeatedly delayed
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™ by weather and to take advanmtage of the opportunity to emplaoy
B the rew Fanther arnd Tiger tarks and the Ferdirnand assault gun |
i large gquantities. Operaticins PANTHER and HARICHT were to :
+ !
:- have proceeded ZITADELLE but were ultimately carncelled. On 13
»
! Jurne, Hitler belatedly set the final date for S July.&2 What
¥ . . .
¥ the Germans, particularly Hitler, failed to realize was that
P their delays favored the Soviets far more than they favored the
* Germarns. The Scoviets were cut-producing the Germarns by a wide
a margivn and, by the end of May, the strategic balarce in theater
2 had shifted to the Russiarns.®? The three month delay had
completely changed the situwation, but the Germas ola was Shi
o sane. Depth was row clearly in the favor of the Fussilans.
:: The Russian planm was basicall a simple one desigrned Lt
3 Y g
{
y avaid the lass of control experierced iv the winter campaigr,
while capitalizing on their superior rescurces and the
:: advantages of the deferder. The plan corsisted of two stages;
o the first, an operatiornal deferse in the Kursk Salient, was
N
N desigred to do "something they had never before achieved -
namely, stop a Germarn strategic offernsive before it had
L/
}2 achieved tactical or cperatiornal success."¥? The second stage
‘: was an operational offensive intended to take advantage of the
Q losses inflicted on the Germans durirg the Soviet deferisive.
In the fimal arnalysis, the Russian plan worked to
o perfection. The massive defenses 1in depth, coupled with Soviet
by
:: air interdictiocn and massed artillery, severely sapped the
&* strength of the German attackers, stopping the ofiensive befooz
i it had gaired any of its cperatiornal cobjectives.
o Depth - Space: The Russian use of space or terrain i1 and
-’-4 . — . . - —
- arcund the Kursk Salient was clearly not 1nm the form zfF R
-
e mabile deferse. The deferse was crganized as deplcuted oo Map o
wizh the Central Front 1n the north and the VYoroonezh Fecat in
o the south.3* The density and depth of the deferce excesded
? arnything organized previacusly in the war. Z1emke describes tne
- deferisive corganmization as follows:
Both fromts had corncentrated about cie- Fm00d
. of their artillary ard tankzs i bthe sech oo
» where the Germari attacks were expected. Inm
’ the mairn line of resistarce, & to 3 miles
. deep, the armies had dug 3 1275 trench lires
b and built weapoins emnplacements and dugaoot s.
3 3t the depth of & and 18 miles, they nhaug
constructed similar secondary 1nes. cehi1nd
those, the first about 5 miles back, lay
17
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ancther three lires that constituted the fraont
deferse zone. The Cerntral Front alorne, usiri
troops and local civilians, had dug over 3,@3@
miles of trerches. Every village and every
hill in the stegpe had been fortified, and in
the fields, that summer mostly avergrown with

rass, the engireers had set 4@ @@a miries.

cross the eastern end of the bmige, Gereral
Armii Ivarm S. Konev's Steppe Front ha
established three armies in & screening line
to prevent the Germans from carrying the
offensive east if the Saviet defernse in the
Bulge failed. As additional insurance, an
arm¥ and twa tark armies were held in reserve
riortheast of Orel and an army and a tank army
stood by east of Kharkov-Belgorod. The
represerntatives of the Supreme Command were
Vasilevskiy and Zhukov, the proved Stalingrad
offensive {eam.32

Clearly, the Russianrs had vno intertion of wutilising spacs
other than to pasiticonm averwhelming forces in deptih on heaviiy
reinforced terrain across which they expected the Germans to
attack.

Time: The respite of cver three months provided by the
Germans had beer used wisely and well as the defensive
dispositions indicate. It had provided sufficient time for the
preparations which were completed pricr to the attack.

During the battle, the Russians alsa had ernough time to
sucecessfully react to the German threats, preventing them fram

becocmirg decisive pernetrations. This time to react resulted

largely from the reducticon in temps of the Germarn attack

wriought by the Russian deferses. Arn example of this was the
commitment of the Fifth Guards Tank Army against the 35 Fancer
Corps arocund Prokhorovka on 12 July 1243. Irn past erngagemerts
the rate of Germar movement had exceeded the Russian’s ability
to respond, but at Frokhorovka an entire Soviet tamk army met
the main effort.

Resources: The balance of forces in the theatar waz
fallows:

German and Axis Szviet

Troops 3, 325, QQ Gy H4C, QT
Guns/mortars z 2S¢ 10ZE, 285
Tarnks/G5FR' s 9183

I,y
Rircraft : 2,357

Within the salient alore the Russiarns paositicned aver 1.3

millicon men, Z@Q,20@ gurs and mortars, and 3,50@0 tarks and self
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propelled guns (5Ps).33 QOperatiocmally, the Saoviets positioned
twoe fromts in the salient and ancther entire fraont in reserve
(see Map &).3% Sheer mass of forces provided insurmcuntable

{ depth into which the GBermans obligingly attacked. The
digsparity of forces was further aggravated for the Germans by
the poor showing made by the riew tamks and SFs on which the
attack had so long waited. Clearly, the Soviets had a

significant advantage in depth of resources.

: ‘ Agility — Mobility: Although same improvements had been made in
E: the Russian forces, the Germans still had a mobility advantage.
The majority of the Russianm forces remained foot-mooile;
i, logistics were still horse-drawn. Although the trend was
: clearly toward more mobility for the Russians, the Germans
E retained the advartage at this stage of the war.
C3I: Russian command and control and intelligence had
‘ brokern down badly during the previaous campaign in and around
{; Kharkov. The C3I was sufficient to conduct a largely
} pzsitional deferise but perhaps rnot a large-scale offernsive.
’ This was one consideration in Zhukov?!s recommendaticn to Stalin
;‘ that a deferisive be the first stage in the Soviet strategy.
u Operationmal coordimation was conducted by the Stavka
L represerntatives Zhukov and Vasilevskiy.
a Mindset: The Russian mindset below Stavka was oriented on
N pasitional deferise, at least in the initial stage of the
j battle. Units would die in place rather tharm allow the Germans
} arcther breakthrough. Dperatiorally, the Russiarms saw the
' necessity to go over immediately to the offensive in cirder to
0 take advantage of the German losses and disorganizaticn anmd o
E prevent the massing of Forces from othey poaiats (00 The sechto
; at the decisive point.
3 Summary: By accurately idenmtifying the point at w~hich the wain
f Germar effort would be made, and having sufficient time to
ﬂ reinforce the terrain and gererate forces, the Soviets were
’ able to achieve & rescunding victory which may have oeen tihe
Y turrning-paint of the war.
5 Conclusions: Qs the Kursk example demornstrates, a force which
,: has overwhelming depth and which can force the enemy to attack
3 intas that strength as cpposed to bypassinmg it, carn be
g victoricouns ever thaugh it may be relatively deficient in

. 19

.llﬂl-1.~~l.qq~n

LR HESERESENGEN GRG0 'i‘:u“;ﬁ'al ; l*l\‘ M &t\.\", M 'v,",‘.-p 2 ‘-'\.' ‘('\"

A T R D




- PR |

Al

‘i,i [} 9’!‘-‘\‘0.‘.: Q.!

o Mgl g 00 a0 4ty

agility. The amouint of agility reqguired to defeat the attacker
is related to the depth or dercsity of the defewrse. If the
defense slows the tempo of the attack to the point that a force
which is normally much less agile carn react in time to defeat a
threat to the continuity of the deferse, ther it has sufficient
agility. It is therefore evident that, ever in this case of
great depth, a certain minimum level of agility is required to
prevernt the enemy from massing the majority of his combat power
against a small portion of the deferise while disregarding the
remainder.

‘This case of overwhelming supericerity of depith is rot

anticipated for the U.S5. and NATO im most plausiole scenarios.

Insufficient Depth and Sufficient Agility - Unsuccessful

Kursk 1I, Russian Counteroffensive (German Ferspective)
General Situation: RAs was previcusly discussed, the Saviet
plan for the deferise of Kursk consisted of two stages. The
first stage was the successful defeat of the Germar attack into
the sal. - =t. Once the attack stalled, twz counterstiokes were
to be initiated. The first, Operation KUTUZIOV, was to be
conducted against the Orel salient to the rorth of Kursk by ths
Western ard the Bryanshk Fraonts (Map 7).3% It was desigrned to
begin evern before the Germans realized defeat, thereby
threatening the forces in the rnorth and causing the reduction
3f pressure into the Kursk salient. It began aon & July, the
same day that Hitler called «off Operaticon ZITADELLE, and
experienced significant initial success. Strategic linkage
alsao assisted the Russian plans as the Allied landing 1 ;ic1ly

[ S I

caused Hitler tz pull aut forces to send Lo that Thezabae.

On 17 July, the South armd the Southwest Fromss lauwnmcihied
affansives against the German Army Group Sooibn. This served -
further dissipate the German forces around Kuraek, The Steppe
and Voronezh Eronts simultamecusly canducted attacics 1o thels
sectors, regaining their cirigimal defernsive lives 1n a week.
The stage was now seb foory Operation RUMYANTSEY.

Operaticorn RUMYANTSEY (Map 7) was a counteraffersive to the
southwest by the Voronezh and Steppe Frombts.®® It was d@&igmed
to slice through the Germarn Fowrth Fanzer Army and Bemy
Detachment HKempf by massing large armor forces on a small front
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ﬁa against dissipated German forces with an inadequate maobile
23' reserve. Its goal was to capture the elusive crossings aver
-~ the Drnieper and thereby trap, or at least force cout of scutherrn
t&q Russia, Army Group Scouth. On 3 August 1943, having spent less
'%% than two weeks to rest and refit, the Russiar countercffersive
?k‘ begarn in earnest.

o . Depth -~ Space: If previcus history were an indicataor,

:§? German forces of Army Group Scuth had more than sufficient
kﬁ' space in which to stop the Russiarnm attacks. Just six monthe
ﬁﬁ‘ before, in the same gereral area around Kharkov, Army Group

. South had stopped an apparently similar Russiarn offensive by
:q: tradinmg space for time in which to regroup. fMabile reserves
" were formed which defeated the Russians in small bites,

%Q attacking isclated groups and defeating them in detail. Space

' was rnot the limiting factor.

ii Time: Likewise, time was riot a constraint to the Germans.
i§$ There was no impernding thaw or rainy season with which to
i‘ﬁ contend. "Gerneral January or February' were behind them.

A Summer was the time of major German successes during the war
??) years. Only in the larger sense that the Germarns were being
ﬁa; out—produced and sut-mobilized was time on the Russiarn side.
;iﬂ\ Resources: Here the Germaris were in seriocus trouble. The

previous aperations had draired the already meager German
%& reserves. The flow of forces was row away fram the Eastern
ﬁd: Theater rather thar toward it as the emphasis shifted to the
:ﬁw West. German forces were spread too thin to hold all along the
s front and the Russian offersives were tying down too many
?5: forces to be able to form a mobile reserve of sufficient cize
ﬂsfz to counter the peretraticis. As the Russian attacks o% Ma s sac
iﬁ*; armoyr cut through the relatively thin German lices, {he
b shoulders would begisa to form, but this time tha Russianszs hau
:TE learrned their lessaon. Subsequent attacks were divected againast
SE: those shoulders to prevermt their solidificatian. Naew attacks
$52 were launched 1n different sectors to use up the mobile
Kol

resarves and prevent the Sermans from creating mobile resarves.

Py The Germans found themselves well beyornd their culminating
§$§ point with no na2w forces obelng inteoduaced to help Eham,

[ . .
W Irdeed, the coppaosite was true; fources conmtiruwed to be senmt to

the West.
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K Foree ratios were as follows:
”h
i Germari Fourth Panzer and Vorornezh and Steppe
: Rrmy Group Hempf Fronts
.
39
v -
o Troops z22, 0QQ 982, a0
0 BT
Ly
“@ Guns/Mortars 2,020 &, 202
vy
U Tanks/SFs &2 &, 400
N Aircraft 2@ 1,279
o
o
[
’D" . )
Wy The Voronezh Fromt alone had two tamk armies as 1ts
”b‘.
ol cperaticonal mobile group. Four tank corps and a mecrnanioed
g corps supported the armies. Further confounding the dizouae, Ling
™ . . . :
-} Soviets regrouped in much less time thanm the Germans thouwgot
2 . = . . -
Q possible. Therefore, the urits were at a much higher level of
1,
% combat power than the Germarns expected. 37
"\ In the final analysis of depth, space was in the Germans
) . .
;Q favor; time was not a factaor in the short run, but resources
l"
p‘ were a serious handicap for the Germans. Overall, depth clearly
’
ﬁ favored the Russiarns. This disparity irn depth so impacted on
. the Germarn effort that ever the acperational gernius of Marnstein
1*1
i: and the legendary agility of the German units could nat
. .
“ﬁ aovercome it.
r Agility — Mobility: As was presented in Kharkov I, the Germans
still had a marked edge iv mobility.
0
*; C3I: German command arnd corntrol also remained at least
'wi adequate to contraol a mobile defense of this type.
)
'3 Mindset: The Germar mindset appeared to still e zteongly
in favor of marneuver warfare and well able to execute it. Mooy
a:, of the marneuvers attempted by the Germarn units were similar bo
1% i
‘5 those successfully executed severn months =arlien.
:j Agility remairned & hallmark of the Germarn “oirces, oul it
W . . . .
was rnever again to give them the operaticnal wicbtorsy oo
Yol . . .
& initiative over their deeper and fast-develaoping cpporent.
N . - 4 :
w Summary: Depth in favor of the Russians was not wrnuwsuwal to the
'
L
x. Germar: commanders 1n Russia. Fighting cutriumbersd was expectsd
.Ji
during almost every Dbattle. Heretofore, the Germars had been
s ) X .
: able to laocate an eremy weakrness and create a situaticn 1w
L)
k. which they bhad the advantage. Thaose days ware nearing am @ad
&)
. L . . . -
ﬁ- as the Russian countercoffersive begar. The Russian farces oo
N
cutrnumbered the Germarns that they could attack at many places
T -
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?g virtually simultarecusly. The Germans lost their freedaom of
A maneuver and could rnot hold the shouwlders of the penetratiocnc
. o create a viable mobile reserve.
rf Conclusions: As seen in the Soviet countercffersive at Mursk,
:: greater relative agility can offset sowme lack of depth on the
M{ part of the defernder. However, if the attacker has such an
" advantage in depth that the deferder canncot hold the shouwlders
f» of the peretrations, the differential is too large to be
jﬂ overcome by supericor agility alarne. This is alsa the case when
k& the attacker is able to put sufficient pressure throughaout the
sactor to prevent the defernder firom withdrawing forrces to Form
:& & viable mobile reserve.
0
K
&
Insufficient Depth and Sufficient Agility - Successful
w. Ardennes (American Perspective)
-3 General Situation: As the Allied faorces swept across Frarnce,
i? Hitler devised a plan which could only have come cut of
desperaticon. He decided to commit all his strategic reserves
35 in one grand attempt to split the Allies by a thrust cut of the
: Arderrnes to the port of Arntwerp (Map 3).38 In his mind, this
%5 would cut of f the entire British Army and cause a halt in the
West, if rnot arn Allied call for peace. Hitler felt his forcos
-?. wanrld ther have time to race across Germany anmd stop the
i‘ Russiarn winter offersive which was sure to come. Gererals
%& Rurndstedt and Model strongly counseled against this plam s
uriworkable. Hitler, always suspicicous of his gererals, igrnorad
?? their advice. A strategic reserve was foirmed at great effort
:: and pasitiorned for the foensive.A That a resevva oo ils Do
oy constituted at all was amazing, bub Helosrich lmaleer az ting
3 chief of the Replacemert Army, and Reich Ministe, Joiepn
e Goebbels as the head <of production and manpowar, ware able ta
Y put together a credible force. Ry the time the attack was
¢- ready to go, Generalfeldmarschall Model, commandiag Acny Growgs
A B, had at his disposal four armies, Only three of the armies
$~ (Zth Farzer Army commanded by General der Fanzect. uppen Hass.o
ﬁﬁ vorn Manteuffel, Sth Farmzer Army commanded by Gereraicoerst der
? Waffern S5 Sepp Dietrich, and the 7th Army commanded by Gerieval
R Eranderberger) tonok part in the offersive. Thezce three assault
el 23
,‘j
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armies included seven panzer divisions, ten valksgrernadier

(infantry) divisions, one parachute division, and Skorzerny’ s

152th Fanrzer Brigade which was usirng predominately captured

i%} American equipment.3® Eleven of these divisions and Skarzery’
5,; Erigade actually made it into the BRulge.
%n The Allies, too short on supplies and units to be able to
o~ be strong everywhere, had taken risk in the Ardernrnes sector of
S \ the front. It was here that rnew units were sent to be broken
:¢t in and tired units were sent to rest. Iv the sector of the
N attack lay fouwr divisions of Middletor’s VIII Corps (the 10&6th
. Infantry, 28th Infartry, 2th Armze and the 4th ITafactvy. snd
fQ. ome division (the 32th Infarntry) of Gerow's V Corpos.®® As the
a‘a attack begarn, Gerow was able to hold the Elsenboisn Ridge
%h against Dietrich’s Sixth FPanzer Army. This formed the very
“ important rnorthern shoulder (Map 3). 41 In the south, Patton's
!i- Third Army, already anticipating the requirement to conduct a
;Ei "left-flark", shifted rnorth and provided the scouthern shoulder
\,: while sending other divisions on to the worth to hit the German
' left flank. Within the reentrant, Middleton reacted in supero
TQ: fashion by attemptinmg to hoald the coritical vroad jurncticons of
.‘% ) Saint Vith, Houffalize, ard EBastogre. Im order to buy time to
Lc, do this, he fought tactical battles desigrned to slow the
- Germans sufficiently to allow reinforcements to arrive. This
,ﬁ: was successfully done as the 7th Armored Divisicn shifted scoubth
:Kj over thirty miles, arriving at St. Vith on the everning of 17
:§? Cecember, and held the towrn against Dietrich’s Sixth Fanzere
Army until the 23d. Alsa on the 17th, Eisenhcwer committed H.s
fl SHREF reserve, the XVIII Airborne Corps comsisting of the (0is6
q:; Airborrne Divisiom and the 82d Airbocrrne Tivisiacn. Tha 19lst
:; went divectly to ERastogrne where, by the Zls3t, 17 oz @nociiralod
= along with elements of the 3th and {@tn Qrmored Dovisioos. D0
333 2@ December, Eiseniiower alsc shifted the QArmy Groap Downdary &
:; roughly split the EBulge, giviag Montgomery respornstziliby far
'%‘ the north anmd Bradley responsibility for the sooth. This
T decisicr alss facilitated the subsequernt courntaruitTzasive o
f y reduce the Bulge and drive on intc Germany.
:’.3 The haolding of Bastogre, St. Vith, and the Lwo nculcders
R: threw the German advarnce completely =Fff schedule, prevert.ng 1c
o from reachirg even its first cbjectives (short of the Meuse
“ﬂ 24
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River), ard buyirg sufficiert time for the weather to clear
allowing the U.S. Air Force to cripple the German advance.
Depth - Space: 3Space was a sericus limitaticr fuou the American
forces in this sector, In terms of divisional frontages, the
paucity of forces stretched them to the limit and precluded a
viable tactical reserve in sector. In terms of distarnce to the
rear, it was too short. The Meuse River, a major obstacle and
key terrain, was anly 20-4@ miles to their rearr with few 1f arny
reserves betweern the front line units and the river. Eroad
fronmts, coupled with a relatively shallow sectcor and limited
reserves, created an opportunity for the Germars to nianvs a

[ . '

successful breakthirough. Orice acrass the MMeuwse Niver 10 woudlo

-
<

-

have beer a race to Antwerp, with relatively few Allies in the
runrning.

Time: The Germans timed their attack to take advarntage of
the bad flyirg weather to rnegate the Allied advantage in Lhe
air, The Germaris were alsc able to commit forces much more
quickly 1initially than the Allies because they were marshalled
in the area immediately behind the lires. Therefore, as lowny
as the weather remaired bad, time was on their si1de, at least
until the Allies were able to react with large forcecs. The

Germarns anticipated that the Allies would suffer significant

r

Y

UI

delays due tao friction in committing major forces. I ¢

regard they were disappIinted.+®

Resources: RAs rnoted earlier, the Germans had seventeen
divisicons in the sector of the attack. Df thecse seventesn
divisions, elever were actually able to break through into the
Eulge. Opposing these forces initially were criiy Five
divistiornms 1n sect e with o reserve betweern than acd che ez
River (Map 1Q).==
Agility — Mobility: It was here that a sigrnificant agvantage
existed for the Americans. As discussed iv the Mormandy
sectior, the Mmericarn divisiorns were sigrnificantly mocre wablie
tharn their German equivalent. This allowed Americar commande: s
to move entive divisions over extended distarnces and
immediately commit tham to the battle as they am-ived bacause
their combat support arnd combat service supporct came alonmg wibth
them. The Sevenrth Armcred Divisicon, 1n particulacr, anmd all tha

divisions of Fatton’s Thivrd Army are excellent examples of thig
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capability.

C3I: The Rllied caommand and control retwork was clearly

o adequate to overcaoame the challerge. This does not mean that
2:; every unit was constantly in communications with its superior
?2* and subordinates, but they were able to do the right thing at
‘:u the right time. Iri the case of intelligerce, the amount of
vl surprise achieved by the Germars was sigrificant, but rnot

. absolute, as was demonstrated by Pattorn’s Third Army Staff
Q’: already at work on a movement plan before the German attack
W begarn. The C3I retwork functiocred well erncugh to allow the
hﬁ Allies to respond sufficiently vapidly to veliafocce o go o300l
%‘J understrength sectar before it could e fully bergscnzd and Yo
b bring forces to bear which threatened the Germans
ﬁ? aperaticonally, thus regaining the initiative Tor the Allies.
- Mindset: The riames =f Fatton, Collins and, perhaps to a
;xi, lesser degree, Bradley and Middletorn, establish a refererce .
<L«
=N what the mindset was among the Americar forces. Clearly it was
ﬁa: a mindset of mobility and flexibility. Evern though many uwnits

had beeri sittivg in defensive positions for some time befuore
the attack, they were, by arnd large, the same urnits which had

fought their way across France inm the greatest feat of mobils

72 warfare ever seer. Their acticns clearly demonstrate that they

had rzt forgottern how to cornduct mobile warfare effectively.

.

¥§ Summary: The Germans were able to mass oaverwhelming comoat

%_ power against relatively weax and untried fAmerican Torces,

%3; achieving significant initial successes. The actionz ar the

- part of the uwnits haolding the shoulders, as well as the wsits

,\? moved in from cut of sector to occcupy key road jurnctions such

izj as St. Vith and Fastogre, resulted 1w the Germas Claetaidle

%;‘ seirg delayed to the point of failure. The agirlit,
demonstrated by Rmerican units was ciearly supesior Do Lhe

Ftﬂ Germarns arnd was sufficient to overcome the 1ritial Sicadyantage

¥ 3 of relative depth. The determining factze as b owhetihoeer e o

%&; was sufficient depth to allow the Americans to capgitalize on

;_ the advantage of agility appreared tc be the aupriiti, "o azld noe

*'i shoulders and to cornstitute a viable operaticrnal nobile reserve

Si, with which to conduct the counterattachs.

ﬁg Conclusions: FAs the EBattle of the Bulge example zhows, agirliity

;; can overcome a lack of depth if there 13 sufficient depth Lo at
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least hald the shoulders of the peretraticn and to allow for

the formation of a viable speratiocrnal mobile reserve.
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III. Conclusions:

There is a definite relationship between depth and agility
which centers on relative time. Ficture a force which is so
derise as to be the veritable "brick wall," or so overwhelming
as to be able to accept a blow, ard ermgulf it like quicksard.
This was well illustrated by the defernsive efforts of the
Russian forces at Kursk. It is, therefore, evident that a
force which has overwhelming depth reqguires much less agility
than a force that is deficient in depth.

The greater the depth the more time available to respond,
but, even in cases of superior relative depth, a certain
minimum level of agility is required to capitalize on that
advantage, or it will ultimately be lost. ~Ar example of this
phenomencon is the German defernses during the early stages of
the Normandy landings. Because of the poor command and control
arrangements by the Germans and the counter—-mobility campaign
by the Allied Air Forces, the Germarn operatiornal maobile
reserves were rict committed against the beachhead in a timely
marner., Ornce the beachhead was coﬁsolidated; German combat
power was mno longer sufficient to be decisive. This was agailn
seern evern more dramatically in Marnchuria where the sole
advantage of the Japanese was a vast expamse of space and
dgfensible terrain. Evern that was rnot trarnslated into time due
ta a lack of a minimum level of agility.

1t therefore follows that a force which is lacking in
relative depth must be more agile in order to respond
successfully to potentially decisive breakthroughs as the
Americans did in the Ardermes. Everi though peretrated within a
shallow sector by a vastly superior force, American forces were
able to hold the shoulders and employ viable coperatiormal mobiie
reserves to thwart the pernetration before 1t reacned the
pxtentially decisive terrain of the Meuse River.

It is alsa true that as depth decreases. a point is
reached at which the force is so lacking in depth that it can
neither hold the shoulders of a penetration nor form a viable
operational reserve. At this point it carmaot succeed regardless
=f its relative agility. Thus was the case of the Germars
during the Russian cocunteraoffersive following Hursk, Even
their far greater relative agility was insufficient to be
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successful. The extreme of this condition approaches the
physical impossibility of a more ayile force being reqguired to
be everywhere at once because no place is unthreatened.

The lessons forr NATO are clear. If more depth could be
cbtained that would be desirable. While it is possible to
increase depth incrementally by ircreasing time through
improved earlier warning, pre-dug obstacles, FOFA and other
high-technaology options, it may be too expensive tao do so.
Mary of these cpticns are extremely expensive in terms of baoth
funding and political repercussions. S, althaough more depth
is clearly desirables, it may rot be feasible tz achieve 1t.

Time, however, is still critical; time to rosgond Ly
deploying forces into the theater, repositioming available
forces to threatern ernemy weakrnesses, anmd time to conduct more
extensive preparatiorn of the battlefield. Since NATO's efforts

L .
T

to increase depth carnrnot be fully succeszssful wnen compared €
the threat, the Alliance should corncentrate afforts an
increasing ouwr agility to compernsate for this lack of depth.
Greater relative gains in égility can be expected far more
cheaply than commensurate gains in depth for many reasons:

1. Agility is largely a mindset, as iz evidernt in the
historical examples cited and by defimition in FM 12Q-3.
Trainirng and war games alore should provide a significant
impravement in agility.

2. Gains in depth bave beern the pricrity for several
years arnd the easy arnd irexpernsive discoveries have pirobably
already been made.

3. Agility has had little recent emphazis and,
therafore, could provide some feasible altarnatives veiry
rapldly.

The strength of the Warsaw Fact is 1n 1ts dapla, Sl gt

the lack of flexibility irm their organizations as protcably
beern overstated by some authorities, their certraliced conbtrod
system 1s irhererntly less agile than that <«f the Ffarces 1
NATO. NATO should therefore emphasize its potential acvantags
1n relative agility to defeat any aggressicon by Lhe Wairsaw

Fact.
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MAP 7: KURSK II, THE SOVIET
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MAP 9: THE BATTLE OF THE
ARDENNES
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MAP 10: TROOP DISPOSITIONS, 16
DECEMBER 1944
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